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Strategic planning has become
extremely important in government
organizations.  Unfortunately, many
do not understand what strategic
planning really is, nor do they have
an idea about how to begin.  Vice
President Al Gore recently said, �At
the beginning of fiscal 1998, after
learning from the pilot programs, all
federal agencies must develop 5-
year strategic plans linked . . . to
measurable outcomes.�1

Returning recently from a meet-
ing with an official from an activity at
my installation, I was struck with the
concept of how little understanding
we have of the process of strategic
planning.  This particular meeting�s
purpose was to respond to a re-
quest for facilitation of a �strategic
planning� workshop.  As I listened
to what the official had planned for
his organization�refining goals,
objectives and tasks for the next one
to three years�I realized it was not
strategic planning but some form of
long-range planning.

I commend the organization for
taking the time to develop a plan, but
it was not strategic planning.  Stra-
tegic planning consists of creating a
future for an organization by discov-
ering organizational purpose (why
do we exist?), developing organiza-
tional values, creating a vision for
the future and developing strategies
to achieve that future state.

My experience working with lead-
ers of major organizations indicates
there are several reasons for prefer-
ring long-range rather than strategic
planning.  First and foremost is the
�make it happen on my watch� ori-
entation.  This creates a tendency to
plan only for the tenure of the reign-
ing senior leader.  Whether his tour
is for two, three or more years, plans
will only endure for the length of the
leader�s tenure and will change as
rapidly as do the leaders.

True strategic planning sessions
focus on tomorrow and how things

could be better than the way they
are.  We are comfortable with the
daily problems associated with work
and gain much satisfaction from do-
ing �things� daily.  But how much
effort is directed toward a future
state 10 to 25 years hence?

Trying to create or describe a fu-
ture state is often outside the �com-
fort zone� and written off as unreal-
istic or unachievable; thus, no
attempts are made to plan for the fu-
ture.  Instead, the focus is on where
we are today and how we should
deal with today�s problems.  Solu-
tions to today�s problems are still
focused on the present state.

Long-range planning depends
heavily on our experience of the re-
cent past and our sense of what is
realistic.  This keeps us in a present
state of mind.  Strategic planning has
little to do with past experiences or
daily tasks and problems.  Long-
range planning, sometimes called
operations planning, is quite differ-

ent and begins with today�s re-
sources, problems, demands, con-
straints and opportunities.  It uses a
series of extrapolations of past
events modified by judgment and
apparent necessity to create a pic-
ture of what can be expected in the
future.

Both kinds of planning might
cover the same time frame and in-
volve strategy development.  But,
while long-range planning starts
where you are and works forward,
strategic planning begins with the
future and works backward.  Both
perspectives are useful, although
they frequently result in different
and even contradictory views of the
future.

Making the Best
Decisions Today

Strategic planning presumes the
future and is based on the assump-
tion that we can create a future that
is desirable, one that is different from
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our present and one that is ideal.
Unfortunately, traditionalists resist
true strategic planning as a waste of
time and effort.  They describe it as
�pie in the sky� and unrealistic
thinking.  It would be nice to have at
least one structure to follow that
would afford the organization the
opportunity to create its future and
which might transcend senior leader
tenure and love of the present state.

Strategic planning is a normative
approach to thinking about the fu-
ture.  You create a dream, then make
it happen.  It is quite literally invent-
ing the future by imagining it first,
then working to bring the imagined
into reality.  Everything the organiza-
tion does or does not do is based on
the dream and the plan to make it
happen.

Clearly, there are several ways of
looking at the future.  One is to look
at what is real; another looks at what
is ideal.  The transformation process
organizations might undertake to-
ward creating the desired future is
imbedded in the strategic planning
process.

Realistic strategic planning be-
gins with what one really wants to
happen, unencumbered by life tasks,
problems or limitations.  Organiza-
tional members describe what the
future will be with respect to purpose
(why we exist), culture, environment,
demands, constraints and opportu-
nities.  Organizational values are dis-
cussed in terms of behaviors that
must be demonstrated and which will
facilitate achieving the future.  All of
these culminate in a vision of the fu-
ture.  Mission clarification, in terms
of what we should do and should not
do, is discussed.  This process en-
ables us to put our vision into ac-
tion.  All of our efforts, resources and
energies are then focused toward the
vision.

From Vision to Action
There are several steps in the Vi-

sion-to-Action Process.  They in-
clude determining organizational val-
ues, purpose and vision; analyzing
the mission; and determining goals,
objectives and tasks.2

Organizational values.  To deter-
mine the organization�s values, mem-
bers must reach agreement on how
they will behave with and toward

one another and what it is they
value.  The process requires they
first share personal values; for ex-
ample, family, religion, security or
honesty.  By sharing personal val-
ues, they prepare themselves to dis-
cover and define things they collec-
tively value, such as successful,
structured, powerful, caring and
meaningful work.

Because values tend to be ab-
stract, members must reach agree-
ment on some form of statement to
describe the behaviors associated
with the values.  These �normative
statements� lend clarity to the be-
haviors we each expect and define
our actions in relation to the values.
Without normative statements, we
have nothing more than  �bumper
sticker� statements.

 Organizations that do not define
their values leave much to misinter-
pretation.  Leaders and followers
alike are accused of not �walking the
talk,� so to speak.  Normative state-
ments provide a behavior that is ob-
servable.

Organizational purpose.  Once
the organization has created and de-
fined those things it collectively val-
ues, it must answer the question,
�Why do we exist?�  Purpose places
everything into context for the orga-
nization.  A statement of organiza-
tional purpose should quickly and
clearly convey how the organization
fulfills its need.  Purpose need only
be meaningful and inspirational to
people inside the organization; it
need not be exciting to all outsiders.

We should not do anything in
conflict with our purpose.  All our

resources and efforts should sup-
port our purpose.  The purpose
should be unique and enduring.  It
should separate us from other orga-
nizations.  Also, it must be something
more than �We serve to perform ser-
vice X to customer Y.�

Many confuse purpose with mis-
sion.  Missions have a finish line.
Purpose defines �why�; mission de-
fines �what.�  The Civilian Leader-
ship Training Division, part of the
Center for Army Leadership, defines
its purpose as, �Cutting Edge Lead-
ership Services for America.�  The
statement transcends the present
state and focuses organizational
members to provide a cultural
change in the way leadership is pre-
sented and how it is executed.

Organizational vision.   A vision
is a picture of the future we seek to
create described in the present tense
as if it were happening now.  A state-
ment of �our vision� shows where
we want to go and what we will be
like when we get there.  There are
many ways to create a vision.  The
leader might provide the vision, or
members might create one.  Both will
work, but the latter provides more
ownership by organizational mem-
bers.

Why bother to create a vision?
Many realists see this process as a
waste of time and effort.  What se-
nior leaders really want is for their
organizations to remain viable and
productive, and we cannot do it
without the so-called �soft stuff.�
People, what they value individually
and collectively, as well as the vision
is what energizes leaders.  It is not
just the work.

Without a vision, we truly just re-
act and are not in a place to be pro-
active.  So why bother?  There are
several reasons.
l Because we want superior per-

formance.  We talk of self-managed
work teams or empowering people,
but no matter what words we use,
they express the same fundamental
purpose�getting the best perfor-
mance out of each person.
l To improve quality.  Vision al-

lows members of an organization to
commit to providing total quality in
all they do.
l For our customers.  If we can

genuinely satisfy customers and be
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a real resource to them, we can all
feel great about the service we pro-
vide.
l For an energized, committed

organization.  With drawdowns and
reduced resources, it is important to
provide a clear vision to employees
that will energize them and make
them willing to commit to the organi-
zation.  Without doing so, employ-
ees cannot make the contributions
of which they are capable.  Most
want to contribute to the fullest ex-
tent; the vision gives them some-
thing to which they can contribute.
l To lead the organization

through periods of change.  If there
is one thing we face continuously, it
is change.  People with a vision re-
act more quickly in a changing envi-
ronment, because they can antici-
pate what is going to occur�which
is different from trying to predict the
future.  Vision allows us to create the
changes we want to occur.
l Because the times demand it.

Think back five years.  What were
you doing?  Think back 10 years.
Now think ahead 10 years.  Can you
do it?  You had better!  By develop-
ing your vision you will actually be
creating what you want your future
to look like, instead of merely react-
ing to it.
l Because we want it.  We each

bring our own level of commitment
and presence to this process.  But
the most compelling reason I can
give for developing a vision is be-
cause of wanting to work in an orga-
nization that has one.3

Leaders by themselves are never
on time or on budget.  Managers by
themselves never do anything inno-
vative like creating a vision.  Organi-
zational leaders should understand
there is a difference in their work and
management�s work.  Leaders owe
the organization a clear picture of
the future it wants to create and
clear strategies backed with logic to

enable their achievement.  Manage-
ment can then create specific steps,
timetables and budgets to implement
strategies, clearly focusing on the
outcomes desired and the necessary
budget.  Not allowing budget con-
straints and daily problems to cloud
planning efforts is important.

Once the team creates a vision, it
must be put into action.  All leaders�
and managers� efforts should be fo-
cused on the vision.  If efforts do not
support the vision and strategies,
the initiative is not resourced.  Priori-
ties might change, but this should
not affect the purpose or vision.  If
there is a clear purpose and vision,
people will see the connection to the
statements and ideals.  In the Army,
civilians are key, because they hold
the organization�s institutional
knowledge.  They provide the con-
tinuity and connection to the vision.

Creating a vision that will with-
stand changes in priority and leader-
ship is important, as is educating
new leaders as they come on board.
The Vision to Action Model takes
into account all aspects that affect
planning and vision.  It provides a
methodology to move from �just
words� to a plan infused with action
and energy.

Mission analysis.  Viewing the
organization from a systems per-
spective, we see that the mission
usually comes from the environ-
ment; that is, the higher organization.
We must take the time to analyze the
things we do that truly support the
purpose and vision and those that
do not.  �Shadow missions��
things we do that consume all our
time but which do not support the
mission�must be eliminated.

The mission, with the vision,
helps us develop strategies to close
the gap between what we want and
what we now have.  We must look at
the organization�s culture and cli-
mate to develop strategies.  We must

first describe the problem.  Culture
permeates all we do and is subtle in
itself.  Climate is readily understood,
while culture is misunderstood.  We
must describe both as we want them
to be in the future and how we know
they currently are.

Goals.  Organizational leaders and
the organizations they lead should
be goal oriented.  Most of us tend to
be task or daily routine oriented.
Task orientation gives us great sat-
isfaction of accomplishment, but
goals move us toward the future.  If
leaders are not goal focused, who
will be?  Without idealistic goals, we
are only living day to day.  In the ab-
sence of shared goals, people tend
to create their own, which can be
contrary to the organization�s.

Objectives and tasks.  Almost all
divisions, branches, teams and
groups work on organizational goals
and create goals for themselves.
These can also be classified as ob-
jectives.  Teams and groups create
measurable objectives to support an
organization�s goals.  These are then
taken to the organization and made
part of the strategic plan.  This cre-
ates a sense of ownership and com-
mitment.

Finally, individuals work on tasks
that need to be accomplished in sup-
port of stated objectives and goals.
Employees should be allowed to
contribute at all levels. Their ability
to do so is a result of their compe-
tence and commitment and will give
them a personal investment in the
organization. MR

1. Vice President Al Gore, quoted in �Government
Performance Management Review Act from Red Tape to
Results:   Creating a Government That Works Better and
Costs Less,� Report of the National Performance Review,
7 September 1993, revised 10 September 1993, 73.

2. Developed by David M. Bell, Civilian Leadership
Training Division, Center for Army Leadership, US Army
Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas, 1991.

3. MG Robert Orton, opening remarks, Strategic
Planning Conference, US Army Training and Support
Command, Fort Monroe, Virginia, 1995.

Green Fields Beyond
by Lieutenant Colonel Drew Bennett, US Marine Corps

We shall attack through the mud
and blood of the trenches and to
the green fields beyond.

�British concept for tanks
during World War I1

The ongoing revolution in military
affairs assures us that tomorrow�s
world will be radically different from
the world we know.  To prevent our
military from becoming obsolete,

Joint Vision 2010 describes a frame-
work for dealing with the challenges
of the future and provides a template
for the evolution of our Armed
Forces.  The vision, based on
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emerging technology, prescribes in-
formation superiority and uses four
operational concepts: dominant ma-
neuver, precision engagement, fo-
cused logistics and full-dimensional
protection.  This vision foresees joint
forces using technology to dominate
an opponent across the range of mili-
tary operations; that is, full-spectrum
dominance.

While Joint Vision 2010 acknowl-
edges the importance of quality
forces in terms of people, leader de-
velopment, training and readiness
and first-rate equipment, it does not
address how that quality force will
react to the unexpected.  In the rap-
idly changing security environment,
joint combat readiness depends on
how our forces solve problems.  Un-
fortunately, when it comes to solving
military problems, many serving in
joint billets spend too much time at-
tempting to sell their services.  Qual-
ity forces must evolve beyond this
myopic thinking to maximize force
capabilities in 2010.  Joint forces are
certain to encounter the unexpected.
Therefore, in addition to developing
the technologically advanced opera-
tional capabilities outlined in Joint
Vision 2010, they must develop a cer-
tain ethos.  The future will demand
more than just a high-tech military;
the United States needs a joint force
of problem solvers.

The concept, development and
employment of British tanks to break
the costly stalemate of trench war-
fare during World War I is one ex-
ample.  The early history of the tank
provides useful insight into joint
problem solving.  Lessons from this
case study can enhance the human
dimension of Joint Vision 2010 and
increase future combat readiness.

The Tank Concept
Throughout history many leaders

attempted to combine mobility, pro-
tection and firepower.  Examples in-
clude Ramses III�s chariots,
Hannibal�s elephants, Attila�s battle
wagons and Leonardo Da Vinci�s ar-
mored shell.  Modern tanks became
feasible with the development of the
combustion engine and improve-
ments in steel plating, prompting
several people to advocate the use
of tanks.  However, it took more than
just concepts and technology to

move from feasibility to actuality.
In 1914, events brought together

problem solvers who had the drive
and vision to push beyond concept
to reality.  British mining engineer
Hugh Marriott visualized the military
potential of the Holt tracked vehicle
after seeing it demonstrated in
Antwerp, Belgium.  He passed his
observations to British engineer of-
ficer Lieutenant Colonel Ernest
Swinton, who believed the Holt
could be converted into a trench-
crossing machine that could be used
to break the deadlock on the West-
ern Front.  While on leave, he passed
his observations to Secretary of the
Committee of Imperial Defense Colo-
nel Maurice Hankey.  They agreed
to forward the idea.

On 26 December 1914, Hankey
wrote a memorandum summarizing
his idea.  This document became
known as the Boxing Day or Hankey
memorandum.2  Hankey suggested
using armored vehicles to carry
troops, smash trenches and overrun
machinegun positions.  First Lord of
the Admiralty Winston Churchill
read the Boxing Day memorandum
and, on 5 January 1915, wrote to
Prime Minister Herbert Asquith re-
questing a committee be formed to
research the idea.  This request was
approved, and the Admiralty Land-
ships Committee was formed.3

During World War I, the military
was searching for ways to move
quickly beyond the stalemate in the
trenches to the �green fields be-
yond.�  This deadlock was not iden-
tified until after the start of the war,
and even then many senior military
and political leaders believed that
committing another million men
would be the solution.  This group
was able to conceive only of top-
down solutions that reinforced the
current paradigm.

The idea of the tank resulted from
a different way of thinking.  The
concept was just as much a
bottom-up idea advocated by enthu-
siasts seeking sponsors as it was a
top-down idea from senior planners
and staff officers soliciting feasibil-
ity input.  More important, it was a
major shift from the contemporary
paradigm.  Instead of using more in-
fantry or more artillery to achieve
greater attrition, the tank provided a

unique solution focused on mobility.

Tank Development
Initial development of the tank fell

to the British Navy and Naval Air
Service until the Landships Commit-
tee was formed.  Even then, there
was little support from the War Of-
fice.  It was not until 1 July 1915 that
the War Office submitted specifica-
tions and requirements for the pro-
posed tanks.  On 30 July 1915, de-
sign and production requests were
sent to William Tritton, the managing
director of the company that manu-
factured the Foster-Daimier tractor.

In September, responsibility for
the tank project was turned over to
the Ministry of Munitions.  The first
prototype, �Little Willie,� did not
meet requirements and experiments
continued.  The second prototype,
�Mother,� was successfully demon-
strated on 2 February 1916.  Secre-
tary of State for War Earl Kitchener
reportedly remarked that it was a
�pretty toy.�  The War Office or-
dered 50.  After a successful demon-
stration to King George V, the order
was increased to 100.  The tank,
now designated the Mark I, would
undergo numerous modifications
based on performance in the field,
evolving into the Mark VIII before
the end of the war.4

Lack of resources hampered
Germany�s tank production.  Com-
mitted earlier to building a blue-
water fleet along with an armada of
submarines, German industry was
exhausted.  The tightening British
blockade aggravated this condition.
Also, 8th Army Commander and later
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Chief of the General Staff Paul von
Hindenburg did not like the tank
idea.  Although the Germans did pro-
duce about 20 tanks, they were more
interested in using captured tanks
and developing antitank weapons.5

Tank Employment
During the war, many British offic-

ers wrote papers on tank employ-
ment and advocated ideas such as
using large numbers of armored and
motorized �heavy rollers� or �de-
stroyers� equipped with machine-
guns in successive surprise attacks,
supported by infantry, artillery and
air, to breach wire, clear trenches, de-
stroy machinegun positions, attack
headquarters and fight other tanks.6
Unfortunately, their advice was ig-
nored by the commander of the Brit-
ish Expeditionary Force, Field Mar-
shal General Douglas Haig, the
General Staff planners and local
commanders who executed the op-
erations.  Haig viewed the war in
Napoleonic terms�a breakout fol-
lowed by a horse-cavalry pursuit of
a defeated army.7

Similar to artillery or engineers,
tanks were generally seen as auxil-
iary support for infantry.  Tank crews
were often rushed to the battlefield
without proper training, coordination
or maintenance.  On 15 September
1916, strategic surprise evaporated in
an attack on the Somme when only
49 tanks reached the starting point.
A mobile reserve of tanks was never
formed; they were parceled out to
infantry units.  Cavalry either outran
the tanks or were cut to pieces.  In-
fantry often failed to protect their
tanks, sending them to take and hold
objectives on their own.

The first major tank victory was
the Battle of Cambrai on 20 Novem-
ber 1917.  Originally planned as a
raid, the Cambrai offensive em-
ployed over 300 tanks.  The attack
was a tactical surprise in that it did
not have the usual extensive artillery
preparation.  Also, tanks and infan-
try extensively trained before the
battle.  At the end of the first day, the
tanks had broken through the four
enemy trenches and penetrated 4
miles into the enemy rear, unheard-of
success at that time. Unfortunately,
without a tank reserve and at the
limit of their operational reach, the

Allies were vulnerable to a counter-
attack that recaptured most of the
terrain.  Drawing the wrong conclu-
sion altogether, several senior com-
manders blamed the tanks for their
failure to hold the ground they had
uncovered.

The most successful World War I
tank attack was the Battle of Amiens
on 8 August 1918, which has been
credited with breaking the confi-
dence and will of the German Su-
preme command.8  Finally, some of
the lessons learned and advice from
the �problem solvers� were imple-
mented.  Over 400 heavy and me-
dium tanks supported by supply
tanks and gun carriers were used.
The tanks had wireless radio sets
and fought with air, artillery and in-
fantry in a well-integrated combined
arms effort.

Why did the British have such
trouble employing a weapon capable
of ending the war?  For one thing,
the tank and tank corps were per-
ceived to threaten the infantry�s ex-
istence.  This belief was com-
pounded by the narrow view of
officers who were trained for and re-
mained in the same regiment and
who, therefore, had little experience
of anything outside their area of in-
terest.  While we tend to idolize the
stability and cohesion of the �regi-
mental tradition,� its sterility of
thinking and dogmatic adherence to
status quo significantly hindered
tank evolution.

Another factor that retarded ac-
ceptance of the tank was the failure
to accept advice from below, articu-
late it and apply it as doctrine.  The
Germans did not have this problem.
German Chief of Staff of the 8th
Army Lieutenant General Erich
Ludendorff�later the quartermaster
general�often went to front-line
troops for solutions to problems.
Under his direction, information from
his visits and after-action reports
was used to create a new doctrine
for the defense.9

The British also believed that win-
ning the war was always just around
the corner, one push away.  Haig
was willing to give up the surprise
created by using the few tanks avail-
able because he believed those few
might be all that were needed to fi-
nally break through to defeat the ex-

hausted German army.  However, an
inflexible military system locked in
tradition found it difficult to incorpo-
rate the new weapons or to change
tactics.  The result was that the Al-
lies fought a costly war for one or
maybe even two years longer than
necessary.

Joint Forces Relevance to
Combat Readiness

British attempts to use the tank in
World War I illustrate the unex-
pected problems an armed force can
face when changing technologies,
doctrine, tactics and force structure
in a joint environment where there
are competing demands and limited
resources.  At the strategic level, the
tank�s concept and development
marked a victory of innovation over
bureaucracy.  At operational and
tactical levels, it was often a failure
of change to overcome tradition.
Several lessons from this historical
example apply to the joint forces� fu-
ture combat readiness:
l Most problems impact the en-

tire joint force, not just one service.
l Problem identification and so-

lutions can come from anywhere.
l The joint force must integrate

solutions throughout the entire
force.

Joint Vision 2010 says, �The na-
ture of modern warfare demands that
we fight as a joint team.�  Rarely will
a problem only affect one service.
The more we synchronize joint ser-
vice efforts to improve overall effec-
tiveness, the more the services be-
come dependent on, not independent
of, one another.  Even in World War
I, Germany�s priority of resources to
their navy and the British blockade
of German ports adversely affected
their tank development.  The great-
est British successes came with co-
ordinated tank and air employment.
Today�s symbiotic relationship
among land, sea and air forces will
increase as the range, guidance and
lethality of weapons increase.

Because military problems affect
all services, joint forces must access
all available talent when confronting
a pressing issue.  However, as the
pace of operations increases, the
time available to identify and solve
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problems decreases.  Even so, this
process must be thorough�
top-down, bottom-up and side-
to-side.  Service parochialism can be
fatal; as resources decline we must
fight the instinct to protect service
turf.  Instead, we must produce the
most efficient and effective solutions.

Problems that affect the entire
force require solutions that apply to
the entire force.  If future joint forces
are to be more effective and respon-
sive due to significantly improved
command and control based on
fused, all-source, real-time intelli-
gence, greater interoperability and
more detailed synchronization, we
must have a system that integrates
these throughout the force.  Solu-
tions that are not fully developed
and integrated will not resolve the
problem.

Relevance to
Joint Vision 2010

Incorporating these lessons in
preparing for the future requires a
joint environment that encourages
problem solving.  Regardless of how
much we increase joint operational
capabilities, we will still encounter
the unexpected and need people

able to look beyond the �regimental
tradition� of service parochialism.  In
the race to keep up with emerging
technologies, we must not forget the
human dimension.  More and more
technology will not win the next war,
just as more and more men did not
win World War I.  The next conflict
will be won by innovative and deter-
mined people who use technology
to overcome unexpected obstacles.

While Joint Vision 2010 provides
a direction toward which the ser-
vices can evolve, the services also
need direction for developing future
leaders and a joint ethos.10  Without
diluting service traditions or cohe-
sion, joint force members must tran-
scend past perspectives to reach the
most effective, efficient and widely
applicable solutions.  To this end,
Joint Vision 2010 should articulate
the joint ethos�the distinguishing
characteristic of all joint service
members�of problem solving.  That
would be the first step in orienting
service members and separate mili-
tary services toward the attitude re-
quired to achieve full-spectrum domi-
nance.11

Developing a joint force able to
think out of the box, identify prob-
lems, find solutions and integrate

them on the battlefield should be a
part of the joint vision and would
greatly influence the future combat
readiness of joint forces. We know
we must keep up with technology
and update tactics, techniques and
procedures to get to the green fields
beyond.  When confronted with the
mud and blood of future warfare, the
attitude of our force will determine
whether we reach our goal.  MR
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Between 1950 and 1952, 138,600
Guardsmen made up 43 percent of
the Army force.  The US Army
National Guard (ARNG), including
eight  divisions, three regimental
combat teams (RCTs), 98 battal-
ions, 67 companies and 94 detach-
ments, received mobilization or-
ders in 1950.

Like the regular Army and the
organized reserve corps, the
ARNG was not ready for war; all
had serious problems with man-
power, equipment and training.
The performance of guard units
was like that of regular and reserve

units�a few excelled, most were
good to adequate, and a few failed.
And, like regulars and reserves, a
guard unit�s performance rested on
leadership, training and acceptance
of service.1

The 1950 Army National
Guard

In June 1950, the best guard units
were cadres that could quickly ex-
pand into combat-ready units.  Be-
cause the Army had mobilized or de-
leted every guard unit during World
War II and discharged all guardsmen
afterward, the guard had to reorga-

nize and begin training every unit in
the new troop list.  Congress and
President Harry S. Truman provided
enough funding to fill only 350,000
of the 617,500 positions in the post-
war ARNG, forcing the National
Guard Bureau (NGB) to place units
on reduced tables of organization
(TOs).

As with regulars, most guard
units did not have full complements
of required equipment, and what
they did have was often obsolete or
worn out.  Army planning, based on
World War II experience, assumed
there would be sufficient time for

Army National Guard:  Korean War Mobilization
by Captain William M. Donnelly, US Army Reserve

NOTES

AlmanacRM



81MILITARY REVIEW l January-February 2000

ALMANAC

mobilized guard units to receive
enough recalled reservists, trained
draftees and equipment to bring
them to full strength and to conduct
adequate predeployment training.2

In 1950, the quality of unit leader-
ship was uneven.  Most general and
senior field grade officers had ex-
tensive guard or reserve service or
active-duty experience from one or
both world wars.  Many had gradu-
ated from special guard versions of
Army post-commissioning school-
ing.  The majority of company grade
and some junior field grade officers
had received commissions during
World War II, but often not in their
postwar guard branches.  Few had
attended the �associate� versions of
basic and advanced courses, and
those lacking wartime service in their
branch had experience only in
weekly drills and two weeks of sum-
mer field training.

Many units with links to the 1940
troop list retained a cadre of proven
officers; units without such links of-
ten had trouble finding trained, expe-
rienced officers.  In some units,
World War II veterans dominated
senior noncommissioned officer
(NCO) ranks, and the majority of en-
listed men were drawn from those
who had been too young to partici-
pate in World War II.  These recruits
brought great enthusiasm but also
created problems, especially person-
nel turbulence.3

The young enlistees� greatest ef-
fect was on unit training. The NGB�s
three-year training plan was keyed to
a three-year enlistment tour and fo-
cused on individual soldier skills.
While some units held additional
drills for staff training, the two-week
summer field training was often the
only opportunity for staff and unit
collective training.

An Army Field Forces (AFF) re-
port noted that with continuous per-
sonnel turnover, �it is doubtful if the
training and overall efficiency of the
guard will ever reach its desired stan-
dards.�  Variations in competence
among officers and NCOs, equip-
ment shortages, inadequate armor-
ies, few training areas, failure to fill all
regular Army instructor billets and
time constraints further complicated
training management.4

Mobilization and the
Manpower Shortage

During July 1950, the Army
stripped its general reserve in the
Continental United States to provide
Eighth Army reinforcements and re-
placements to be deployed to Korea.
By early August, the cupboard was
nearly bare.  The Army had to order
thousands of inactive and volunteer
reservists to Korea.  Planning had
allotted many of these reservists to
mobilized guard units, so most units,
except those slotted in autumn 1950
for Korea, did not receive all the re-
servists needed to fill junior officer,
NCO and technical specialist posi-
tions.  Because the training base
could not expand fast enough to
serve guard units as well as the
Eighth Army, almost all guard units
received untrained draftees for en-
listed fillers.5

Under an extension of the 30 June
1950 Selective Service Act, guard
units could be ordered into federal
service for 21 months.  Concerned
about economic and political reper-
cussions, the Army staff worried that
an already overstretched Army could
not supply the necessary equipment,
fillers and training support. Some
doubted guard units could be ready
in time to influence events in Korea.
Another concern was that guard
units sent to Korea would be un-
available for other contingencies.
Because of the continuing bad news
from Korea, the need to rebuild the
general reserve and the need to
build an antiaircraft artillery (AAA)
defense of the zone of the interior
(ZI) should the war expand into
World War III, Army leaders con-
cluded they would need to use at
least a portion of the guard.6

The AAA units were predominate
in the first two increments of alerted
units.7  Other nondivision units in-
cluded field artillery, maintenance,
truck, engineer, signal and several
other types of battalion and group
headquarters companies and de-
tachments.  The period between alert
and induction was three to four
weeks.  The Army G3 earmarked a
number of non-AAA units during
August and September, but the
Army�s success at the battle of
Inchon led planners to delay their

deployment.
As the Eighth Army moved deeper

into North Korea, six guard truck
companies and two truck battalion
headquarters received orders to de-
ploy as reinforcements for the sag-
ging logistic system.  Chinese inter-
vention emphasized the Eighth
Army�s shortage of nondivision
units, and in December 1950 and
early January 1951, nine field artillery
battalions, six combat engineer bat-
talions, three bridge companies,
three maintenance companies and
three headquarters detachments
from the guard received orders for
Korea.8

Many regulars doubted guard of-
ficers could prepare and lead a divi-
sion, and they feared political tur-
moil would result if a guard division
suffered heavy casualties.  The de-
pleted general reserve overrode
these concerns, and on 31 July, Chief
of Staff General J. Lawton Collins or-
dered four divisions and two RCTs
into federal service to cover base ar-
eas such as Iceland and Alaska.
Collins did not want to violate the
divisions� integrity�with the risk of
causing a political storm�to pro-
vide units for this mission when
separate RCTs were available.  Army
field forces had recommended which
guard divisions to select, ranking
them on the basis of their personnel
status, training status and the
AFF�s evaluation of their leadership.
However, only two of the four divi-
sions were to come from the AFF list
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because Collins and Secretary of the
Army Frank Pace Jr. believed spread-
ing the burden equally across the
nation was important.9

Young enlisted guardsmen looked
forward to the adventure and excite-
ment of active duty.  The many
World War II veterans, most only
then hitting their stride as civilians,
reacted with apprehension and res-
ignation softened some by the com-
fort of serving with friends and
neighbors.  Many guardsmen agreed
with 45th Infantry Division com-
mander Major General James C.
Styron: �There�s a rich heritage in
the Thunderbird history, and al-
though it may be a dubious honor, it
still is an honor to be considered one
of the nation�s best outfits.�10  Se-
nior guardsmen and supportive poli-
ticians expressed traditional con-
cerns over the use of the units
because it would be necessary to
break up guard divisions, replace se-
nior guard officers with regulars and
strip guardsmen from their units, vio-
lating the slogan that had become
the guard�s major selling point:  �Go
With Those You Know.�

Editorial opinion generally viewed
partial mobilization as a necessary, if
unwelcome, development and cel-
ebrated the citizen-soldier tradition.
Partial mobilization created problems
for guardsmen not mobilized; some
employers would not hire those who
might soon be in federal service.11

Before induction, some units pro-
moted officers and enlisted men or
commissioned NCOs as second lieu-
tenants.  Not all regulars thought
this helpful, believing it moved some
guardsmen beyond their level of
competence.12  The alert notice au-
thorized units to run recruiting cam-
paigns.  The success of these cam-
paigns varied, but only a few units
reached full TO strength.  Losses
usually cancelled out gains. The
guard�s success in enlisting younger
men backfired.  Army regulations
prohibited induction of soldiers
younger than 17.  The 45th Infantry
Division had to discharge 1,218 sol-
diers�16 percent of its enlisted
strength.  The next most common
reason for discharge was failing the
induction physical.13

Other losses occurred because of

deferments and the extensive confu-
sion about deferments.  Units often
lacked copies of appropriate Army
regulations and received conflicting
guidance from higher echelons.
Governors and adjutants general
usually tried to insulate the process
by appointing a board of officers to
hear requests.  These measures did
not prevent appeals to politicians for
assistance, but governors usually
declined to override a board�s deci-
sion.14

Postmobilization Training
and Turbulence

The AFF plan for units� postmob-
ilization training had two phases.
On arrival at a training site, units
were to conduct basic training for
junior enlisted guardsmen, prepare
officers and NCOs as future trainers,
integrate reservists and regular fill-
ers, send guardsmen to various
Army schools and receive draftee fill-
ers.  Nondivision units were then to
conduct the Army Training Program
(ATP); divisions were to follow the
AFF Master Training Program
(MTP).  The ATP and MTP began
with individual soldier skills and
moved through collective training at
each echelon, with progress measured
at each echelon using Army Train-
ing Tests (ATTs).  The MTP con-
cluded with combined arms exercises
at RCT and division levels.15

Units encountered multiple sources
of friction during postmobilization
training.  Most locations lacked ad-
equate buildings, supplies, staffs
and ranges and were not prepared to
act as training sites.16  Some staffs
saw guard units as convenient
sources of manpower.  Fort Lewis,
Washington, stripped 40 percent of
the 300th Armored Field Artillery
(FA) Battalion�s enlisted strength to
fill units going to Korea�even
though the 300th itself was also on
orders for Korea�then backfilled
the 300th with soldiers stripped from
non-FA units.  Administrative con-
cerns crippled other units.  Because
the corps artillery headquarters at
Camp McCoy, Wisconsin, could not
handle the paperwork load for 10
guard and reserve units, Fifth Army
placed these units under the post
commander, an infantryman with nei-
ther the experience nor staff to prop-

erly supervise artillery ATPs.17

Planning for postmobilization
training assumed there would be a
total mobilization as there had been
during World War II.  Thus, MTP
and ATP results projected inad-
equate levels of equipment and re-
pair parts.  Units submitted requisi-
tions to fill these shortages, but small
stockpiles and Eighth Army�s needs
meant few units completed the train-
ing program with a full set of equip-
ment and supplies.  This created sig-
nificant difficulties for both individual
and collective training and placed
extra wear on available equipment.18

The greatest source of friction
was personnel turbulence.  Units
sent guard officers and NCOs to
Army schools, which was a good
long-term investment, but doing so
left many units with a serious num-
ber of vacancies in leadership and
key technical positions.  Some units
had to delay training until enlisted
fillers trickled in.  Some units began
training without their fillers.  The
units would later have to establish
ad hoc basic training elements to
train and integrate new personnel.19

Because of the Army�s limited train-
ing base and the demand for re-
placements, many guard units be-
came emergency supplements to its
training system; after completing
individual training, recruits were
shipped overseas.

The relentless demand for re-
placements led to levies.  Units usu-
ally tried to fill the levies with reserv-
ists or with their first set of enlisted
fillers.  In February 1951, the 28th In-
fantry Division lost 3,000 enlisted fill-
ers to a levy; a month later it lost an-
other 3,000.  Sometimes a levy�s
requirement, such as rank or skill,
forced a unit to fill it with guardsmen,
which created resentment.

Other turbulence came from within
as commanders sought to fill posi-
tions with the best-qualified people.
In some units, commanders shuffled
subordinate leaders to break up
hometown connections.  Some se-
nior guard officers in divisions were
transferred to positions outside the
unit, replaced either by promoted
guardsmen or regulars.  Division
commanders also relieved battalion
and regimental commanders whose
units failed ATTs�a painful but
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necessary duty: �We dropped a
number in spite of our friendship be-
cause we knew we had to have top-
notch officers in every instance.�20

Concerned about the 28th and
43d Infantry divisions� readiness to
deploy to Germany as part of the
NATO buildup, AFF ordered them to
participate in Exercise SOUTHERN
PINE, held at Camp MacKall, North
Carolina.  AFF observers praised the
skill and discipline of individual sol-
diers, higher level staff work and the
ability of both divisions to learn from
mistakes.  However, both divisions
received extensive criticism of unit
performance and of their combined
arms operations.  Observers attrib-
uted these problems to NCO and jun-
ior officer inexperience and disrup-
tions created by levies.

The AFF recommended that both
divisions conduct intensive training
at battalion level and lower before
deploying.  AFF chief General Mark
W. Clark wrote: �Naturally, when we
follow our national military policy of
placing our faith in our citizen units,
we do not get the same results with
civilians as division commanders as
we do with carefully selected regu-
lars.  However, I am satisfied with
both of them.  Both are playing the
game, working hard and, I believe,
will do a good job.  They have seen
the light and requested the relief of
certain of their key subordinates
who could not measure up to their
responsibilities.�21  Third Army com-
mander Lieutenant General John R.
Hodge wrote that both divisions
were �basically in far better shape
than were the divisions I saw in any
of the 1941 maneuvers, either Na-
tional guard or regular� and that they
�are reasonably ready to go.�22

Korea, Germany and the ZI
Fourteen percent of mobilized

guard units served in the Far East,
11 percent deployed to Europe as
part of the NATO buildup and 73
percent remained in the ZI.  Those in
the ZI were assigned to either the
general reserve or to the Army Anti-
aircraft Command.23

Guard officers held most senior
and many junior positions, and en-
listed guardsmen usually leavened
the greater number of draftee and re-
servist fillers.  The nondivision units

in Korea during early 1951 performed
as well as their regular counterparts
and provided the Eighth Army with
field artillery, engineer and transpor-
tation support critical to defeating
China�s spring offensives.24

Commander of the Far East Com-
mand General Matthew B. Ridgway
planned to leave the 40th and 45th
Infantry divisions in Japan and
transfer their soldiers into the Eighth
Army as individual replacements.
Collins, believing this plan would
create a political storm by implying
the Army did not trust its MTP to
produce combat-ready units, vetoed
the idea and directed the divisions
to replace two regular ones in Korea.
Between December 1951 and Janu-
ary 1952, guard divisions swapped
locations and equipment with the
1st Cavalry and 24th Infantry divi-
sions and remained guard in charac-
ter until June 1952, when their last
guardsmen rotated home.

Despite regulars� doubts, guard
divisions performed as well as other
US divisions in the frustrating war.
The divisions were on two learning
curves: one for all units new to com-
bat and one for conditions particu-
lar to the war.  Much of the latter�
raiding, patrolling, field fortifications,
high-angle indirect fire�had not
been stressed in the MTP, but the
divisions responded.  They estab-
lished extensive training programs,
formed special patrol groups, closely
supervised subordinate units and
circulated lessons learned.25

Guard units sent to Germany
joined Seventh Army�s rigorous
round of practice alerts; field train-
ing; large-scale, multiunit exercises;
and ATTs.  Despite busy training
schedules, many units, especially
service support units, had to battle
against �garrison mentality� and
�short-timer�s syndrome� as guards-
men, reservists and draftees got
closer to their release dates.26

By mid-1951, limited national mo-
bilization, the rotation program in
Korea and the NATO buildup cre-
ated a severe manpower crisis.
Guard units in Germany and Ko-
rea�preparing for the loss of their
guardsmen, reservists and 1950 draft-
ees�complained of the insufficient
numbers and low quality of replace-
ments.  To maintain their effective-

ness, divisions established internal
schools, and all units created on-the-
job training programs to enhance
necessary skills.27 Almost all regu-
lar, reserve and guard units in the ZI
attempted to remain combat effec-
tive, but they were targeted as a rich
source of trained manpower for over-
seas units, useful additions to the
still-insufficient Army training sys-
tem and  convenient units in which
to �store� short-timers.28

The press of the manpower di-
lemma was unrelenting.  While on
Exercise LONG HORN, at Fort
Hood, Texas, the 163d Military Po-
lice (MP) Battalion lost seven offic-
ers and 105 enlisted men.  Its com-
mander noted that these numbers
�reflected approximately the same
losses the organization might have
suffered in combat without replace-
ments.�  Even the AAA Command
was not exempt.  During 1951, it had
a 46-percent turnover.33  Morale suf-
fered.  In May 1951, a warrant officer
wrote that those selected to fill lev-
ies in his battalion were �not too en-
thusiastic about going; however,
they�re adopting what seems to be
the only attitude to take��What the
Hell�.�29

In 1950 and 1951, communities re-
alized that mobilization of their units
was an undesirable but necessary
measure.  Protests centered on per-
ceived unfairness, which mainly con-
cerned World War II veterans serv-
ing again on active duty, and fears
that regulars would mistreat guards-
men.  Among guardsmen, bitterness
over this issue never approached
the intensity found among involun-
tarily recalled inactive reservists.
But, it did increase, especially among
those sent overseas after the war
stalemated and college draft defer-
ments began.

The fear that regulars would mis-
treat guardsmen was a hardy peren-
nial.  Guardsmen and their support-
ers were not shy about using
adjutants general or home-state poli-
ticians to redress grievances.  Collins
remained sensitive to political impli-
cations of using Reserve Compo-
nents, but clearly, on issues consid-
ered crucial by regulars�which
units to mobilize or deploy and the
stripping of units�guardsmen and
their advocates lost.  For example,
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In 1951 Lieutenant Leonard
Kimmick Jr., of the 21st Infantry Regi-
ment, had a dream.  As the men of
his regiment climbed the steep Ko-
rean hills, burdened with weapons,
ammunition, grenades, rations, bed-
rolls, ponchos and shelter halfs, he
envisioned a better future�a future
with whirling wings.  Assign helicop-
ters, he proposed, as an organic part
of infantry battalions under the con-
trol of the battalion motor officer.  A
helicopter could haul the men�s extra
equipment to a captured objective,
resupply ammunition and quickly
transport wounded back to the bat-
talion aid station.1

Even in 1951, Kimmick�s dream
was not fantasy.  US Army ground
forces had been using organic fixed-
wing aircraft for some time.  The field
artillery had obtained its own aircraft,
labeled air observation posts, in
June 1942.  Each firing battalion of
field artillery, division artillery and
artillery group headquarters re-
ceived two L-4s, militarized versions

of the popular Piper Cub.  Eventu-
ally, artillery sections at corps, field
army, army group and theater also
received aircraft.

Aircraft also proved valuable in
route reconnaissance, column con-
trol, commander and staff transport,
courier work, aerial survey, aerial
photography, radio relay, emergency
wire laying, emergency medical
evacuation and emergency resup-
ply.2   These successes led the War
Department to expand the program
beyond the field artillery with the
begrudging acquiescence of the
Army Air Forces.

By 1951 seven branches of the
Army had aircraft, but a lack of suit-
able landing areas in Korea, the num-
ber of aircraft in a division and their
increasing performance led many di-
vision commanders to establish pro-
visional aircraft companies.  In Janu-
ary 1953, Eighth Army developed
experimental tables of organization
and equipment (TOE) for divisional
aviation companies, which func-

tioned as administrative rather than
tactical units.  They contained 26 air-
craft.3

The introduction of helicopters
added greater flexibility, complexity
and controversy to a subject that of-
ten struck sparks between the Army
and the Air Force.4   As early as De-
cember 1943, Headquarters, Army
Ground Forces (HQAGF), expressed
an interest in replacing L-4s with
light observation helicopters.  Then,
in early 1945, the Army Ground
Forces Equipment Board called for
an extensive program of light, me-
dium and transport helicopters as
well as observation and armed heli-
copters.  Although the War Depart-
ment set aside these recommenda-
tions, in 1946 the Army began testing
the Bell YH-13 helicopter as a po-
tential replacement for fixed-
wing, light observation aircraft.
Added funds generated by the Ber-
lin crisis allowed the Army to buy a
limited number of production units in
1948.  They began reaching units in

Organic Tactical Air Transport, 1952-1965
by Edgar F. Raines Jr.

when an Oklahoman protested or-
ders sending his division to Japan,
Styron pointed out that a guard unit
in federal service was �under Army
orders and will go wherever it is as-
signed.�30

Today�s ARNG differs in signifi-
cant ways from that of 50 years ago.
But, it remains the Army�s reserve of
combat units and is an important link
between the Army and the American
people.  As the regular Army be-
comes smaller, the guard�s impor-
tance increases.  Should the Army be
engaged in war or suffer serious ca-
sualties and reverses, we might
again have to address the concerns
Collins faced in Korea.  MR
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the continental United States in
1949.5

That same year, the Office of the
Chief of Army Field Forces, the suc-
cessor to HQAGF, generated re-
quirements for light-, medium- and
heavy-lift helicopters.  The Army
Staff approved the creation of five
experimental transport helicopter
companies in May 1950.  However,
intense opposition from the Air Staff
delayed procurement of these heli-
copters until 1951.

There were no Army helicopters in
the Far East when the Korean War
broke out, but US Air Force and Ma-
rine Corps helicopter units soon ar-
rived in theater.  On a time-available
basis, they evacuated wounded sol-
diers and Marines from the front
lines.  The first Army helicopters to
deploy were part of a Medical Ser-
vice Corps aviation detachment as-
signed to support a mobile army sur-
gical hospital.6

The increasing number of heli-
copters assigned to Eighth Army
made it possible for the field army,
corps and even division headquar-
ters to receive one or more observa-
tion helicopters.  Commanders and
their chiefs of staff used the helicop-
ters to visit subordinate headquar-
ters, survey the front lines and bet-
ter understand the terrain immediately
in front of their units.  In 1952, the
Department of the Army (DA) as-
signed 10 observation helicopters to
each division, making helicopters
more available for the liaison and re-
connaissance missions they were al-
ready flying.  While observation heli-
copters could provide emergency
resupply for front-line units, their
cargo capacity was necessarily re-
stricted.7  The Sikorsky H-19 Chick-
asaw, a utility helicopter, with a pay-
load roughly comparable to the
fixed-wing Beaver, first reached units
in the continental United States in
1952.8

From the beginning, the Army
planned to organize aircraft into fairly
homogeneous Transportation Corps
aviation companies consisting of
two observation and 21 transport
helicopters.  Eventually, they would
be grouped into battalions and as-
signed to field army headquarters for
attachment to subordinate units dur-
ing operations.  DA programmed 12
battalions, each consisting of three

companies, for activation over the
next five years.9

Because the small helicopter in-
dustry used essentially handcraft
production methods, the Army had
to spread its orders over a number of
companies and purchase a variety of
different models to attain its goal.
Within two years the Army acquired
a second utility helicopter, the
Piasecki H-25 Army Mule; two light
cargo helicopters, the Piasecki H-21
Shawnee�irreverently referred to as
the �Flying Banana��and the
Sikorsky H-34 Choctaw; and a me-
dium cargo helicopter, the Sikorsky
H-37 Mojave.  However, some time
passed before they reached troop
units in any number.10

The helicopter�s chief advan-
tages for the Army were its vertical
takeoff and landing capability, short
range and relatively slow speeds.
Helicopters could operate from nor-
mal Army depot and troop areas and
be controlled directly by the user.
Chief of transportation Major Gen-
eral Frank A. Heileman, who was re-
sponsible for maintenance and pro-
curement of Army helicopters,
recognized their tactical uses, but he
focused on their logistics impact.
This emphasis reflected both his ad-
ministrative responsibilities and the
Army�s limited experience with heli-
copters.11

In the years immediately after
World War II, the Marine Corps had
pioneered the tactical employment
of helicopters.  Marine Commandant
General Alexander A. Vandegrift
formed a provisional helicopter
squadron at Quantico, Virginia, to
test the idea of substituting helicop-
ters for amphibious landing craft.
Thus, when the Marine Corps en-
tered the Korean War, it possessed
the outlines of a tactical doctrine and
considerable practical experience in
mass helicopter flights.12  The Army
had monitored the Quantico experi-
ments, but it did not gain experience
in using helicopters en masse until
1952 when it formed the 6th and 13th
Transportation Companies (Helicop-
ter), equipped with H-19s.

Marine Corps helicopters mounted
the first helicopter-borne movement
of troops in combat in Operation
Summit on 21 September 1951 mov-
ing 224 Marines from their marshal-
ling area to the objective within

eight minutes.  Although the Army�s
logistic use of helicopters had ma-
tured by war�s end, its tactical expe-
rience with them, apart from aero-
medical evacuation, remained slight.13

The Korean experience heavily
influenced helicopter operations in
the immediate postwar years.  Am-
bushes behind the lines, a restricted
road net and broken terrain com-
bined to encourage the Army to in-
creasingly rely on both fixed- and
rotary-wing air transport in the com-
bat zone, which normally was de-
fined as from 50 to 100 miles in
depth.  Here Army aviation had fo-
cused and would continue to focus
its operations.14

Others during this period sought
to integrate helicopters into patrol
work.  One author proposed making
a transport helicopter organic to the
infantry regiment�s intelligence and
reconnaissance platoon.  The US
Army Infantry School at Fort Ben-
ning, Georgia, studied the use of he-
licopters in raids, although it was
not yet prepared to endorse the
concept.15

By early 1956, instructors at the
US Army Command and General Staff
College (CGSC), Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas, had developed tentative
doctrine for an infantry division to
command and control offensive heli-
copter operations.  Because trans-
port helicopters were grouped in
battalions under the direct control of
field army headquarters, the division
G3 contemplating a raid would have
to request helicopters for the raiding
party from higher headquarters.
Then, the G3 would have to arrange
through joint channels for fighter
cover in case the raiders ran into
trouble.  Because the helicopters
were not armed, raiders could not
conduct an assault landing into a
prepared position; they would have
to land unopposed as close as pos-
sible, then move over land.16  In ad-
dition, without organic firepower
aboard helicopters, raids would have
to be conducted within division ar-
tillery range to provide preparatory
fires and defensive fires if necessary.
Thus, the raids would have to be
shallow and entirely tactical in
scope.

One way out of this dilemma
would be to use helicopters as
weapon carriers.  The US Army Field
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Artillery School, Fort Sill, Oklahoma,
began experimenting with transport-
ing 105-millimeter howitzers by heli-
copter.  The school quickly discov-
ered that a 105-millimeter howitzer
could be disassembled into three
sling loads and transported by an
H-19.  However, it took nine H-19s to
move one gun, one gun crew and
sufficient ammunition.  With prac-
tice, disassembly and re-assembly of
the gun took 20 minutes on each
end of the trip.  Although cumber-
some, this technique made it pos-
sible for a patrol to operate beyond
the divisional artillery zone and still
enjoy organic fire support.17

This early attempt at integrating
helicopters with minor infantry op-
erations suffered from organiza-
tional, doctrinal and equipment defi-
ciencies.  Successful raids and
patrols depend on being able to re-
spond rapidly to an ever-changing
situation.  The bureaucratic coordi-
nation required to bring raiders, heli-
copters and fighter aircraft together
suggested that the response in com-
bat would be anything but timely.
Subsequent experience would show
the need for suppressive fire on the
landing zone between the lifting of
artillery fires or close air support and
the troops actually landing.  Finally,
the equipment was hardly ideal.  The
first generation of transport helicop-
ters was barely satisfactory.  Lift ca-
pacity was limited.  Moreover, they
were vulnerable to ground fire and
lacked self-sealing tanks and armor.
Also, high levels of field mainte-
nance support were required.

As the CGSC faculty refined em-
ployment concepts, a technical
breakthrough occurred in 1951 as
the Navy flight-tested a gas-
turbine-powered helicopter.  Subse-
quently, the Army Staff contracted
with Bell Helicopter to develop a tur-
bine-powered craft that eventually
became the UH-1, familiarly known
as the Huey.  Bell flight-tested the
first copy in November 1956, and the
Army received the first production
models in late 1959.18

The organizational problem was
resolved in 1953 when CGSC instruc-
tor Lieutenant Colonel John M.
Kinzer proposed that an infantry di-
vision could make an air assault us-
ing helicopters alone.  The key, he
argued, was developing an eight-

ton, heavy-lift helicopter, the size re-
quired to move a 155-millimeter how-
itzer.  The gas-turbine engine made
his vision possible.19

Major General James M. Gavin,
former chief of the Army�s Weapons
Systems Evaluation Group, using
studies developed during the Korean
War, argued that the Army needed to
employ a helicopter force in a cavalry
role.  Troops mounted in helicopters
would possess the necessary speed
and agility to perform reconnais-
sance and screening missions.
Gavin asserted that firepower and
tactical mobility had competed
throughout history with first one
then the other in ascendance.  The
atomic bomb had given firepower a
tremendous advantage over mobil-
ity.  The helicopter would redress
the balance for the Army.  These
themes�the need for an air cavalry
force and the importance of mobil-
ity�permeated the Army�s rationale
for employing fixed- and rotary-wing
units for the next 10 years.20

Gavin�s invocation of the atomic
bomb reflected the doctrinal ferment
going on in the Army.  Even as the
Korean War raged, Army exercises in
the United States postulated the im-
pact of atomic weapons on organiza-
tion, equipment and tactics.  The
next war would be an area war, not a
linear one.  Even if the enemy chose
not to use atomic warheads, the
threat of their use would keep de-
fenders dispersed.  Logistics instal-
lations would also have to remain
small and scattered to avoid attract-
ing an atomic attack.21

This model of future war had vast
implications for Army aviation in
general and organic tactical air
transport in particular.  With friendly
units scattered, early detection of
enemy forces in the division area
became a priority and made some
kind of sky cavalry absolutely es-
sential.  Helicopter-borne infantry
would conduct ground reconnais-
sance, set up blocking positions and
harass enemy columns.  Division
commanders also needed a quick re-
action force to fix an enemy column
until mechanized and motorized re-
serves could converge to destroy it.
Helicopter-mounted infantry could
meet both needs.  The dispersion of
depots meant a field army com-
mander needed more light and me-

dium fixed-wing transports with
greater cargo capacity and with
slightly improved range.  The new
aircraft needed the same unimproved,
short-field landing and takeoff char-
acteristics as the Beaver.22

The sky cavalry concept caused
controversy with the Air Force and
within the Army itself when the first
provisional unit deployed during Ex-
ercise SAGE BRUSH in 1955.  Its
employment violated the Pace-
Finletter agreement that defined the
battle zone.  The Armor community
wanted helicopters attached to
mechanized cavalry regiments to
ferry the infantry troops needed for
ground reconnaissance.  The intelli-
gence community wanted aircraft
equipped with radar and infrared de-
tectors to passively collect intelli-
gence.  The US Army Aviation
School at Fort Rucker, Alabama, ad-
vocated a mix of armed helicopters,
troop carriers and electronic collec-
tion aircraft.  This use eventually
won out in the early 1960s.23

In contrast to the disputes about
the tactical employment of helicop-
ters, the development of fixed-wing
transports proceeded without contro-
versy.  In 1953, the Army tested the
efficiency of fixed- versus rotary-wing
cargo aircraft and discovered the
former was more efficient for any
flight of more than 40 miles.  De-
Haviland of Canada remained the
Army�s manufacturer of choice for
cargo airplanes.  Its single-engine
U-1 Otter could carry nine combat-
loaded soldiers or 3,000 pounds of
cargo.  In 1959, the first CV-2 Cari-
bou entered the inventory.  The Cari-
bou, with a capacity for three tons of
cargo or 32 combat-loaded soldiers,
possessed excellent short-field take-
off and landing characteristics and
could operate in extremely primitive
conditions.  When the first Caribou
deployed to Vietnam in 1961 for field
testing, Army aviators discovered
the aircraft could operate out of all
130 military airstrips in country.  Air
Force C-47s and C-119s could use
only 30.24

In response to the expanded role
envisioned for airplanes and helicop-
ters on the atomic battlefield, both
CGSC and the US Army Infantry
School had reorganized their air-
borne departments to give the em-
ployment of Army aviation equal
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weight in the curriculum with air-
borne assaults.  Each also assumed
responsibility for preparing doctrinal
publications.  The Airborne-Army
Aviation Department at the Infantry
School is credited with having pio-
neered the term �air mobility� to re-
fer to helicopter-transported infantry
assaults.  The Department of Air-
borne Operations and Army Avia-
tion at CGSC introduced the phrase
�airmobile operations.�25

In 1960, DA organized the Army
Aircraft Requirements Review Board,
commonly known as the Rogers
Board after chairman Lieutenant Gen-
eral Gordon B. Rogers, the deputy
commander of Continental Army
Command (CONARC).  Charged with
projecting the Army�s aviation-
equipment requirements for the next
10 years, the board concluded that
the Army should continue to exploit
low-speed, low-level flight and pro-
cure only aircraft that could use aus-
tere forward airstrips.26

Of more immediate concern was
the Army�s decision to abolish the
Pentomic division.  Chief of Staff
General George H. Decker came to
office in 1960 convinced that the
pentomic division was unsuited for
a conventional war.  Among its
shortcomings, the division lacked
mobility.  The Army reorganized
around the Reorganization Objec-
tives Army Division (ROAD) con-
sisting of three brigades, each with
three infantry battalions, and con-
taining roughly twice the number of
aircraft as the Pentomic division.
Aircraft were organized into an avia-
tion battalion (its airmobile company
could move one infantry company in
a single lift), an air cavalry troop as
part of the divisional reconnaissance
battalion and direct support aviation
sections in artillery and brigade
headquarters.  The air cavalry troop
was the Army Aviation School�s old
sky cavalry troop under another
name.27

The new division was simply the
most visible manifestation of a shift
in emphasis as Army leaders saw
they needed the ability to deter or
quickly fight and win �brushfire�
wars that if unchecked could spread
into a general nuclear war.  Increas-
ing the Army�s tactical proficiency
and mobility became the primary

justification for Army tactical airlift.28

ROAD was the first of a series of
organizational innovations to affect
Army aviation during the 1960s.
During the late 1950s, the Artillery
School had continued to experiment
with moving 105-millimeter howitzers
by air, but now artillerymen could
move an entire battery plus fire-
control equipment.  However, they
still had to break individual howit-
zers into two sling loads.  In 1959,
the Army began procuring the Vertol
CH-47 �Chinook.�  Powered by two
gas-turbine engines, Chinooks could
lift an entire 105-millimeter howitzer
in a single load.  The Army received
the first test aircraft in 1961.  Its ad-
vent removed the most serious tech-
nological constraint to forming an
airmobile division.29

In the late 1950s, Colonel Jay D.
Vanderpool, the officer responsible
for developing the armed helicopter,
prepared plans for a helicopter
mounted division, which he briefed
to the then director of Army avia-
tion, Major General Hamilton H.
Howze.  Nothing resulted from his
proposal.  However, Howze was later
a member of the Rogers Board and
tried, without success, to persuade
the board to examine alternative
concepts of organization and em-
ployment of Army aviation in addi-
tion to equipment needs.  He did suc-
ceed in attaching a short appendix on
�The Requirement for Air Fighting
Units.�30

In 1962, Secretary of Defense
Robert S. McNamara directed DA to
establish a board to study innova-
tive methods of employing the heli-
copter.  He designated Howze as its
head.  Working through the summer
of 1962, the Howze Board, techni-
cally the Tactical Requirements Mo-
bility Board, recommended that the
Army immediately field three stan-
dard �type� aviation units:  an air
assault division equipped with
enough organic helicopters to
move one infantry brigade and sup-
porting elements in a single lift, an
air transport brigade capable of sus-
taining an airmobile division exclu-
sively through an air line-of-
communications, and an air cavalry
brigade in which every member of
the organization was helicopter
mounted and all equipment was heli-

copter transportable.31

Faced with these radical propos-
als, the Department of Defense
(DOD) directed DA to further test the
air assault division and air transport
brigade concepts.  The Army acti-
vated the 11th Air Assault Division
(Test) and the 10th Air Transport Bri-
gade, equipped with Caribous and
Chinooks, at Fort Benning in Febru-
ary 1963.  At the same time, the Air
Force convinced DOD to establish a
parallel test of a ROAD division
backed by the full panoply of mod-
ern tactical air support.  The Air
Force was convinced that such a
force would be equally effective but
less costly.32

Army Chief of Staff General
Harold K. Johnson viewed the two
tests on successive weeks.  Compar-
ing one division to the other, he
commented, was like comparing �a
gazelle and an elephant,� but he
added, the Army needed both.  How-
ever, DA opted to activate the air as-
sault division but not the air trans-
port brigade.  The division deployed
to Vietnam as the lst Cavalry Divi-
sion (Airmobile) less than 90 days
after its activation.  The following
year, the Caribou and the follow-on
DeHaviland CV-7 Buffalo were trans-
ferred to the Air Force.33

Late in World War II, some Army
officers had recognized the heli-
copter�s potential for tactically mov-
ing troops.  Korea, with its rugged
terrain and poor road network, rein-
forced this perception.  Between
the Korean and Vietnam Wars Army
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officers had discussed airmobile op-
erations in almost purely tactical
terms.  Almost continuous friction
with the Air Force contributed to this
focus.  Only a few public hints sug-
gested that some Army officers
might be thinking in terms of grand
tactics, what is now called the opera-
tional level of war.  The use of an air
transport brigade to support a field
army, as recommended by the
Howze Board, certainly suggested a
depth of operations greater than the
tactical; however, the overwhelming
bulk of the published writing was
tactical.34

The intellectual deficiencies of
the Army�s work with airmobile
forces; that is, the failure to consider
their implications for the conduct of
war on the operational level, antici-
pated the difficulty the Army would
have between 1965 and 1973 in con-
verting tactical successes into op-
erational and strategic victories or
even articulating the linkages be-
tween the three levels.  In a sense,
the Army�s work with airmobility in
the 1950s and early 1960s served as
prologue for Colonel Harry Sum-
mers� observation about Vietnam�
that the Army had won all the battles
and lost the war.35

Since at least the 1880s the pro-
fessional essence of the US Army
has been tied up with the concept of
combined arms�the idea that only
by bringing to bear all the available
weapons and the capacities of its
various branches can a force prevail
on the modern battlefield.  In this
mental construct, an airplane or a he-
licopter became just another piece of
equipment, like a truck or an armored
personnel carrier (APC), to be inte-
grated into existing units to increase
their capabilities.

The evolving nature of war and
the technical capacities of the air-
craft determined how they were or-
ganized and employed by the Army
in the 1950s and 1960s.  Moreover,
since at least the latter stages of the
American Civil War, the Army had
confronted the fact that infantry
could no longer carry prepared po-
sitions by frontal assault without in-
curring unacceptable losses.  Over
the next century, the Army explored
alternatives�fire and movement
squad tactics, rapid-fire artillery, the

tank, the APC and airborne assault
tactics.  The helicopter promised to
allow the infantry to literally rise
above this dilemma.  At the same
time, to the foot-slogging infantry in
the field, the helicopter was a won-
derful, labor-saving device, which al-
lowed them to reach their objective
with less physical exertion and to
husband their energy for the assault.
Afterward, the helicopter permitted
ample and timely resupply so infan-
trymen who seized a position were
much more likely to hold it against
counterattacks.  The Army conse-
quently acquired an airmobile capa-
bility much more quickly than the
state of its budget might have sug-
gested was feasible.

Incomplete as it was, Army think-
ing about the employment of light
infantry forces underwent a revolu-
tion in the 1950s.  The era�s often-
temperamental helicopters, with their
reciprocating engines and limited lift
capacity, may have soaked up main-
tenance, but their performance just
as surely showcased the potential
of �the rotary-wing revolution.�
That potential involved restoring the
infantry�s battlefield agility worn
away by increased firepower and
mechanization, products of the in-
dustrial revolution.

In seeking to rapidly concentrate
widely dispersed forces, Gavin advo-
cated precisely coordinated and
timed movements only recently pos-
sible.  The modern concept of simul-
taneity�attacking enemy front-line
and reserve forces in depth through-
out the theater�is in many ways the
reverse image of what he was at-
tempting to attain, and it requires a
communications capability the re-
formers of the 1950s lacked.  By pro-
posing that air cavalry continuously
monitor and occasionally harass ad-
vancing enemy columns, reformers
sought to provide commanders with
sufficient reliable information to ma-
neuver around the dangers of the
atomic battlefield.  However, the
world was still one of analog com-
munications, paper maps, acetate
overlays and grease pencils and
small-unit commanders forced to de-
termine their own positions by dead
reckoning.  �Enhanced situational
awareness� was still a computer
revolution away.  Given these genu-

ine limitations, it is certainly ques-
tionable how well the Army, even if
built to Gavin�s specifications, could
have coped with a real atomic battle-
field.

However, the attempt to cope
with that danger pushed Army doc-
trine and equipment in fruitful direc-
tions for waging conventional war.
Similarly, logisticians such as
Heileman discerned the need for a
dispersed, flexible and responsive
supply system and saw Army avia-
tion as a key component in its cre-
ation.  Here, too, lay the germinal of
some revolutionary ideas.

The legacy of the 1950s to the re-
formers of the 1990s lies not in the
solutions proposed but in the
open-mindedness and energy with
which those earlier leaders ad-
dressed the problems of modern
combat in a very different techno-
logical environment.  MR
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Most of the literature published in
the United States about the Vietnam
War examines the American experi-
ence.  Tai Sung An, author of The
Vietnam War (Fairleigh Dickinson
University Press, Cranbury, New Jer-
sey, 1998, 347 pages), takes an alter-
native approach:  �The central focus
of this book is on the various as-
pects of the Vietnamese Commu-
nists� political, military, diplomatic
and other behaviors during the Viet-
nam War [also known as the Second
Indochina War].�

An briefly sketches Vietnam�s
3,000-year history, then quickly
brings Vietnam into the 20th century.
He includes biographical information
on Ho Chi Minh, the dominant Viet-
namese personality of the Vietnam
War era.  An characterizes Ho Chi
Minh as an ardent Vietnamese na-
tionalist completely dedicated to
communist ideology who pos-
sessed political cunning and, above
all, cold-blooded ruthlessness.  An
contrasts this characterization with
the contrived public image of the
kindly, �venerable Uncle Ho.�

Throughout the book, An cites
publications on the US experience in

Review Essay

Vietnam as well as other recently
translated North Vietnamese docu-
ments and publications.  He also
scrutinizes a variety of other sources
such as captured documents and ra-
dio broadcasts.  From his extensive
research, he creates an intriguing
portrayal of North Vietnamese lead-
ers during the �Second Indochina
War.�  An notes that of those in-
volved in the Vietnamese Communist
Party during the early 1930s, many
survived to witness the 1975 victory
of their revolutionary struggle.  It
was their �steely determination,� in-
tense nationalism and clever political
maneuvering that sustained the lead-
ers even after Ho Chi Minh�s death
in 1969.  However, An suggests that
in light of the terrible losses and de-
struction and the subsequent social
and economic failures North Viet-
nam suffered, it was a Pyrrhic vic-
tory.

The leaders, with the unwavering
objective of expanding North Viet-
namese communist control over
South Vietnam and, incidentally,
Laos and Cambodia, maintained a
totalitarian communist state in North
Vietnam while conducting direct and

indirect warfare.  An describes the
internal conflicts and intense external
pressures the leaders experienced.
The reader cannot help but be im-
pressed by the remarkable tenacity
of those leaders and the profound
discipline they demanded of them-
selves and of the North Vietnamese
people.

An�s descriptions of the political
skills demonstrated by various lead-
ers in their interactions with foreign
governments are fascinating.  Their
ability to work their patrons, the So-
viet Union and the People�s Repub-
lic of China, against each other to
North Vietnam�s benefit is little short
of amazing.  Also remarkable are the
descriptions of their ability to recog-
nize the constraints placed by the
United States on its own operations.
The North Vietnamese exploited
those constraints in conjunction
with their strategy of �fighting while
talking.�  Thus they forged ahead in
the drive toward their ultimate goal
of dominance over all of Indochina.
Their remarkable dedication and po-
litical skills were apparently either
unknown to or ignored by US lead-
ers, who attempted to interact with
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North Vietnamese leaders as if they
were rational and reasonable Ameri-
cans.

An�s portrayals of South
Vietnam�s leaders are in clear contrast
to their northern counterparts.  He
stereotypes southern leaders as cor-
rupt, isolated from the population at
large and lacking strategic goals.
An�s comments about province
chiefs�senior military officers ap-
pointed to administer the prov-
inces�are particularly harsh.  His
portrayals are consistent with the
�conventional wisdom� of the period
and likely describe some individuals.
However, the two province chiefs
with whom I personally associated
from 1972 and into 1973 did not fit
An�s stereotype.  They constantly
interacted with the population and
were dedicated to improving local
economic circumstances, enriching
local lifestyles and encouraging an
environment in which local leaders

NEVER AT WAR:  Why Democra-
cies Will Not Fight One Another by
Spencer R. Weart.  432 pages.  Yale
University Press,  New Haven, CT.
1998.  $35.00.

The United States and its allies re-
cently witnessed the late Soviet
Union�s democratization.  We be-
lieved the transformation of our
enemy�s domestic political institu-
tions would transform its foreign and
military policies, making it far less a
threat to world peace.  Why did we
believe this, and were we right?

Are democratic nations really
less likely to resort to war than autoc-
racies or dictatorships�be they he-
reditary, communist, fascist or fun-
damentalist?  Spencer R. Weart�s
book Never at War contains one of
the most definitive discussions of
this issue.  After a panoramic inves-
tigation of world history from antiq-
uity to the present, Weart concludes
that, yes, democracies are inherently
peaceful.  In the last paragraph he
says that the most effective way to
�attain universal peace [is] to
achieve universal democracy.�

Weart�s exhaustive research con-

firms America�s seat-of-the-pants in-
tuition.  Exactly why democracy pro-
motes peace is another issue�one
that does not attest to the inherent
wisdom of our preconceptions.  Tra-
ditionally, Americans distrust gov-
ernment and officialdom.  We tend to
believe democracies are more pacific
than dictatorships because they give
more power to �the people,� who
have vested interest in peace, and

less power to the government, which
has a vested interest in expanding its
own powers through edicts and ex-
penditures.  Because war enhances
state power, it is naturally attractive
to government. According to this
logic, if democracy is peaceful, it is
largely because the people govern
and not the office-holding class.

Weart rejects arguments that em-
phasize constitution limitations on
government power.  He focuses on
political culture�what he calls �the
central tendency of political leaders
to deal with [their] foreign counter-
parts as they deal with one another
at home.�

Officials in democracies rise to
high office by compromise, bargain-
ing and consensus; officials in dic-
tatorships get power by threat, fear
and terror.  The former are likely to
seek compromise in international dis-
putes; the latter will likely pursue
domination.

Contrary to populist prejudices,
government might actually be too
peaceful, at least in a democracy.
Weart attributes appeasement of

could be selected in free elections.
On occasion, An wields his �field

marshal�s baton� and critiques US
tactical operations.  His comments
usually rehash earlier writings on the
same issues.  He often cites �pacifi-
cation� as attempts by South Viet-
namese leaders to �win the hearts
and minds� of the people.  But, he
fails to mention the Civil Operations
and Revolutionary�sometimes
�Rural��Development Support
(CORDS) program.

CORDS paralleled and supported
South Vietnam�s pacification pro-
grams from mid-1967 to early 1973.
While not unusually successful in
winning hearts and minds, CORDS
and indigenous pacification efforts
resulted in positive accomplish-
ments.  Those pacification efforts
were even effective in enticing large
segments of the population away
from Vietcong influence.

The Vietnam War is not for the

casual reader, nor is it for the reader
unfamiliar with the complexities of
the Vietnam War.  Its narrow focus
knowingly disregards some aspects
of US involvement.  The more than
1,200 endnotes, many citing multiple
sources, can be a distraction.  In con-
trast, the index is brief and inad-
equate.  However, for the student of
the Vietnam War and for military pro-
fessionals, the book provides a
unique and valuable perspective.  Its
interesting conclusions and �les-
sons� make it well worth reading. MR

Book Reviews

Colonel Griffin N. Dodge, US
Army, Retired, received a B.A. from
Colorado State University and an
M.A. from the University of New
Mexico.  He is a graduate of the
US Army War College.  He served
in a variety of command and staff
positions in the Continental United
States, Vietnam and Germany.  He
is a frequent contributor of book
reviews for MR.
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dictators to democracies� noble but
naive presumption that dictators
gain power through compromise and
will accept reasonable terms in re-
solving an international problem.
Often, those well-intentioned offi-
cials only confirm that threats and
terrors are as effective in interna-
tional as in domestic politics.

Weart has a few words of warn-
ing, particularly for populists.  Some
of the most democratic societies in
world history have been the most
warlike.  Those governments, more
anarchy than democracy, allowed
their citizens so much freedom they
could steal and pillage virtually at
will.  In the process, they provoked
war and retribution on a continual
basis.  This sobering analysis ap-
plies today when Eastern European
democracy looks like a halfway
house between autocracy and anar-
chy�the next real danger to world
peace.

Michael Pearlman,
Combat Studies Institute,

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

TOJO:  The Last Banzai by Courtney
Browne.  260 pages.  Da Capo Press, New
York.  1998.  $14.95.

Tojo:  The Last Banzai was origi-
nally published in 1967.  It is one of
only two biographies of Japanese
General Tojo written in English.
Both are still in print.  The other, Tojo
and the Coming of the War (Stanford
University Press, 1961, $65.00), writ-
ten by Robert J.C. Butow, examines
Tojo�s life and place in the Imperial
Japanese Army�s history.

Butow�s work is based on a wide
range of Japanese and English lan-
guage sources and is one of the stan-
dard historical works in English on
the period.  In contrast, Browne�s
study is a much briefer, popularized
biography.  He interviewed the
general�s widow, gained her confi-
dence and through this source gives
special insight into the man.  Both
treatments are equally useful.

Tojo:  The Last Banzai is emi-
nently fair minded.  In fact, some
would consider it overly understand-
ing.  Browne views Tojo as a conser-
vative Japanese would�as an up-
right government official determined
not to surrender to American eco-
nomic blackmail over Japanese ex-

pansion in East and Southeast Asia,
preferring war to surrendering na-
tional goals.  The portrait Browne
presents is interesting and compel-
ling.

I unreservedly recommend this
book to those interested in learning
more about Tojo, the way the Impe-
rial Japanese Army viewed his life,
the Pacific War from a Japanese per-
spective or the insular and intellec-
tual context of Japanese militarism.

Lewis Bernstein,
Assistant Command Historian,

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

CIVIL WAR PRISONS:  A Study in
War Psychology by William B.
Hesseltine.  290 pages.  Ohio State Uni-
versity Press, Columbus, OH.  1998.
$29.95.

William B. Hesseltine first pub-
lished Civil War Prisons in 1930.
The book grew out of his disserta-
tion research at Ohio State Univer-
sity and has long been the definitive
work in its field.

Hesseltine�s controversial study
examines a festered wound�the be-
lief that the South bore the principal
responsibility for wartime atrocities
in prison camps.  Though figures
vary depending on sources, a con-
servative estimate is that 26,436 of
220,000 Southern prisoners died in
captivity compared to 22,576 North-
erners who perished in Southern
camps.

What made the original edition of
the book particularly controversial
was Hesseltine�s dismissal of the
charge that the Confederacy con-
spired to kill Northern prisoners.  In
his view, Northern propaganda was

so effective during and immediately
after the war that it became easy to
imagine Confederate atrocities.  The
trial and subsequent execution of
Andersonville prison�s commandant
Major Henry Wirz only fueled radi-
cal Republicans� hatred of their
former adversaries.  The feeling grew
as the accounts of atrocities
emerged from Andersonville survi-
vors.

If Hesseltine�s work has a short-
coming, it is that it sheds no new
light on who was responsible for
Northern propaganda efforts that so
demonized the South.  What re-
sponsibility did President Abraham
Lincoln bear?  Hesseltine alleges
that Lincoln�s decision in 1863 to
end the prisoner exchange led the
South to continue to hold Northern
captives even though they did not
have the resources to care for them.
Moreover, despite Northern rhetoric
concerning the welfare of black sol-
diers in Confederate prisons, Lincoln
and his generals focused more on
depriving the South of manpower
than on alleviating the plight of pris-
oners.  This indictment is reminis-
cent of Confederate President
Jefferson Davis�s assessment that
Lincoln�s administration preferred le-
gal trivialities and a war of extermi-
nation over caring for its own sol-
diers.

Though Hesseltine presents a far
more benevolent view of the South-
ern perspective, he does not let the
Confederacy completely off the
hook.  He considers Andersonville�s
horrible conditions the exception
rather than the rule but alleges that
such conditions were the result of
the Davis administration�s haphaz-
ard response to a sudden explosion
of need.  However, Hesseltine is
harsher on Lincoln�s motives than he
is on Davis�s.

William Blair�s foreword is particu-
larly instructive in placing this edi-
tion in the proper political perspec-
tive.  Nothwithstanding Hesseltine�s
penchant for making controversial
statements to elicit an emotional re-
action, Civil War Prisons has with-
stood the test of time and remains a
valuable contribution to Civil War
literature.

COL Cole C. Kingseed,
US Military Academy,
West Point, New York
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ROMMEL�S GREATEST VIC-
TORY:  The Desert Fox and the Fall
of Tobruk, Spring 1942, by Samuel W.
Mitcham Jr.  243 pages.  Presidio Press,
Novato, CA.  1998.  $27.95.

Field Marshal Erik Rommel�s
Afrika Corps� successes in 1941 won
him the reputation of battlefield in-
vincibility and the nom de guerre
�The Desert Fox.�  His successes
were tactical in the grand scheme of
things because although he had sur-
prised and defeated the British 8th
Army in several fights, he could not
dislodge Commonwealth forces and
failed to reach the Suez Canal.  He
could not achieve the strategic aim
of conquering Egypt and denying
the canal to Axis enemies.

In Rommel�s Greatest Victory,
Samual W. Mitcham Jr. ably de-
scribes events leading to the Tobruk
garrison�s capitulation on the morn-
ing of 22 June 1942.  The battle,
which lasted 29 days, had begun
when Rommel�s forces reached the
fortresses� outer defenses on 10
April 1941.  Mitcham�s balanced
treatment of both combatants de-
scribes a closely run battle for each
side.

As is frequently the case in mo-
bile warfare, Rommel eventually pre-
vailed because of skill, audacity and
luck.  In the case of Tobruk, indeci-
siveness, incompetence and per-
haps bad luck precipitated the Brit-
ish loss, which stunned British
Prime Minister Winston Churchill
and the Commonwealth.

Rommel and his forces also erred
during the fight.  Losses of senior
German officers captured, wounded

and killed were high as the fighting
swirled from one strongpoint to an-
other.  Combat strength vacillated
wildly, but Herculean effort by tank
repair units enabled combatants to
continue the fight.  In the end, lead-
ership, competence and aggressive-
ness prevailed.

This is an extremely well written,
readable book.  Much effort was put
into the battle�s chronology, which
follows success and failure among
individual British and German units.
Mitcham also includes an interesting
epilogue, which details what hap-
pened to battle participants during
the remainder of the war and after its
end.

COL Robert A. Gimbert,
USA, Retired,

Georgetown, Texas

ONE DAY TOO LONG:  Top Secret
Site 85 and the Bombing of North
Vietnam by Timothy N. Castle.  352
pages.  Columbia University Press, New
York.  1999.  $24.95.

Few secrets of US wartime opera-
tions in Southeast Asia were more
closely guarded than US Air Force
Operation Project Heavy Green.
Operating near the crest of a remote
mountain in northeastern Laos,
scarcely 12 miles from the Laotia-
North Vietnamese border, the top-
secret radar bombing facility�s sole
purpose was to guide Thailand-
based strike aircraft against North
Vietnam�s most sensitive bases.

To the North Vietnamese, the
high-tech facility posed a danger-
ous, intolerable challenge.  In No-
vember 1967, barely four months af-
ter the facility began operating, an
elite North Vietnamese commando
unit destroyed it in a bloody pre-
dawn assault.  Seven of the 19
Americans escaped, three were
killed.   The fate of the remaining
nine remains a mystery.

The US government classified all
military and CIA operations in Laos,
as in North Vietnam, because US
presence in the politically neutral
country violated the 1962 Geneva
Agreements that barred all foreign
military forces.  But there were other
reasons for hiding the tragedy at Site
85.  As Timothy Castle reveals in this
exhaustively researched and re-
sponsibly written expose, the event

was a scandal that soon led to a
self-serving search for scapegoats
and reprehensible conduct by senior
Air Force officers in Southeast Asia
and the US ambassador to Laos.
Castle notes:  �[Q]uestions, recrimi-
nations and cover-up began immedi-
ately.�

Castle�s suspenseful writing style
and dogged tenacity penetrate the
decades-long US government ef-
forts to hide this shameful event.
This authoritative account is also a
refreshing departure from the
all-too-common practice of describ-
ing dubious adventures without
documenting sources.  A curious ex-
ception to this otherwise excellent
documentation is the lack of an in-
dex, which would prove a useful ad-
dition to future editions.

COL Michael E. Haas,
USAF, Retired,

Incline Village, Nevada

LIKE MEN OF WAR:  Black Troops
in the Civil War, 1862-1865, by Noah
Andrew Trudeau.  576 pages.  Little
Brown and Company, New York, NY.
1998.  $18.00.

The British poet Lord George
Byron once complained about mak-
ing heroes of every character with
passing notoriety:  �Every week and
month sends forth a new one,� he
lamented.  The same might be said of
books on the American Civil War.
With increasing regularity bookstore
shelves are filled with �new� analy-
ses of major battles or �undiscov-
ered� diaries, notebooks or battle
plans that offer �fresh insight� into
the United States� most traumatic
conflict.  All but the most ardent
devotees must be wondering how
much more can really be said.

The answer, in part, lies in Noah
Trudeau�s new book, Like Men of
War.  This detailed and engaging
study of African American soldiers�
contributions to the Union�s war ef-
fort will interest even the most jaded
Civil War scholar.  Using materials
long available in the public domain
but seldom, if ever, examined with
such meticulous care, Trudeau re-
veals how Blacks from the South,
often with inadequate arms and vir-
tually no training in the art of war,
fought honorably under the Stars
and Stripes.  By the end of the war,
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nearly 180,000 had enlisted. North-
erners often did not appreciate their
service, frequently looked on them
as a temporary expedient to defeat
the Confederacy and had no real
use for them as people or respect for
their loyalty and bravery under fire.
Trudeau further describes the unsa-
vory practices Union generals and
politicians used to enlist slaves and
freedmen.

Tacticians will thrill to the ac-
counts of hundreds of minor skir-
mishes in which African American
units played a role. Chronicling the
hour-by-hour movements of units as
small as companies and platoons
gives the book a sense of imme-
diacy.  Trudeau allows the historical
record to speak for itself, editorializ-
ing rather sparingly, then only high-
lighting his conclusions.  As a con-
sequence, this book does not
preach; it reveals the often untold
and under-appreciated story of Afri-
can American soldiers who fought
for their personal freedom and the
Constitutional form of government
that protected the rights of everyone
in America.  Like Men of War traces
how our national ideals can inspire
men and women of all colors and
ethnic backgrounds.

LTC Laurence W. Mazzeno,
USA, Retired,

Reading, Pennsylvania

MUSSOLINI AND THE BRITISH
by Richard Lamb.  356 pages.  John
Murray, London.  Distributed by Trafalgar
Square, North Pomfret, VT.  1998.
$45.00.

Mussolini and the British is a
valuable case study in diplomacy,
foreign policy and strategy.  Richard
Lamb completely recasts the com-
mon interpretation of Anglo-Italian
relations� role in the origins of World
War II.

England and Italy were not inevi-
table enemies.  Lamb argues that
British attitudes toward Il Duce�
Mussolini�were an unending series
of missteps and misunderstandings.
Successive British administrations
missed several significant opportu-
nities to prevent an alliance between
Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany.

That Mussolini and Adolf Hitler
were anything but natural allies is

not surprising.  Italy was never en-
thusiastic about the Anschluss of
Austria to Germany.  Mussolini had
worked hard to bring Austria under
his own sphere of influence.  He was
even less excited about the thought
of German domination in the
Balkans or forging an iron-clad mili-
tary alliance with Hitler.

Lamb�s research suggests that di-
visions between Germany and Italy
were not only wide but ripe for ex-
ploitation.  This remarkable and en-
gaging study in balance of power
diplomacy demonstrates that
Mussolini tried to steer an indepen-
dent, even at times anti-Hitler, for-
eign policy and that the British per-
sistently failed to take advantage of
the situation.

Lamb makes no excuses for
Mussolini.  He argues that the Ital-
ian leader was not an �inhuman
ogre,� yet he has no trouble pointing
out Mussolini�s brutal, amoral side.
Lamb�s criticisms of British estrange-
ment from Il Duce are therefore cu-
rious; Mussolini proved time and
again a faithless ally.  How could the
British ever trust him?

This story is particularly relevant
today.  Currently, many world pow-
ers possess both bright and dark
sides.  Before Saddam Hussein be-
came the �great Satan,� he was a
quasi-American ally, a bulwark
against the expansion of Iranian
revolution.  Today Iraq is out; Iran is
in.  Iranian leaders have signaled
they might be ready to reopen en-
gagement with the United States.
However, many people are uncom-
fortable with the Islamic republic�s
progress in human rights and
geo-strategic designs for central
Asia.

Similar perplexing issues of whom
to trust face the US in other regions.
Since US national strategy places a
premium on collective security and
regional stability, these timeless is-
sues are more important than ever.

Mussolini and the British pro-
vides a well-researched, finely writ-
ten, clearly organized study of the
challenges of dealing with nations
and leaders you just can�t trust.  I
strongly recommend this book.

LTC James J. Carafano,
USA, Washington, DC

SISTERHOOD OF SPIES:  The
Women of the OSS by Elizabeth P.
MacIntosh.  304 pages.  Naval Institute
Press, Annapolis, MD.  1998.  $29.95.

World War II is �hot� again.
However, the popular subject�s focus
is still mainly on men�the block-
buster movie, Saving Private Ryan
(Dreamworks Home Entertainment,
Universal City, CA, 1999, $24.99);
Stephen Ambrose�s various histories
based on extensive interviews of
World War II veterans; and several
other best sellers by nationally rec-
ognized personalities, such as news-
man Tom Brokaw, who highlights
the accomplishments of the
Depression-era generation in his
book The Greatest Generation (Ran-
dom House, New York, 1998, $24.95).

Sisterhood of Spies by Elizabeth
P. MacIntosh attempts to rectify the
situation, although it focuses pre-
dominantly on civilian women within
the Office of Strategic Services
(OSS), not the smaller military contin-
gent.

It is a is fascinating book.  Mac-
Intosh combines historical narrative,
case studies and oral histories to
trace both the development of the
OSS and women�s expanding roles
within the agency, ending with a de-
scription of how that tradition has
affected the missions women cur-
rently perform in the CIA. Despite its
title, the book does not take up
women as operatives�spies�de-
tailing German positions or blowing
up bridges, although women did in-
deed function in those roles.

MacIntosh, an OSS operative,
served primarily in Asia.  She used
those experiences in her memoir
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Undercover Girl (published in 1947
under the name Elizabeth P. Mac-
Donald).  Her association with the
OSS and its follow-on, the CIA, is
much more extensive.

During World War II, regardless
of professional background or exper-
tise, women were shunted into ad-
ministrative and support functions
that allow any bureaucracy to func-
tion.  The brilliance of the one-legged
spy Virginia Hall was all the more im-
pressive when compared to the vast
majority of women�such as Julia
McWilliams Child, the future chef,
who served with the OSS in China�
who did research and analysis or
who managed the operational sup-
port for field agents.

Regrettably, MacIntosh does not
elaborate on the contributions of the
small cadre of military women who
served.  Did their OSS service have
a similar impact on their military ca-
reers, or were they cast aside in the
great post-war drawdown?  Un-
fortunatley, MacIntosh was not able
to borrow more extensively from her
interviews�in the style of Ambrose.
The mundane bulk of the women�s
labors produced different kinds of
memories.

The book is highly readable and
enjoyable.  It truly makes me wish I
could personally meet MacIntosh.
She is a great American and has
served her country well in war and
peace.  She sounds like a great lady,
and judging from her book, she is
not the exception within the �sister-
hood of spies.�

LTC Dianne Smith, AFCENT,
Brunssum, Netherlands

INTO THE CRUCIBLE:  Making
Marines for the 21st Century by
James B. Woulfe.  183 pages.  Presidio
Press, Novato, CA.  1998.  $24.95.

Recruit training for all branches of
the US military services had a rude
awakening in 1965 when several re-
cruits died during rigorous training
exercises.  Congress demanded
change, and all branches responded
accordingly.  Each service paid more
attention to selection and training of
drill instructors and the nature of the
recruit curriculum.  Into the Crucible
describes how the US Marine Corps
is adapting its training to place re-
cruits under maximum stress before

graduation.  The exercise worthily
climaxes the preparation to become
a Marine.  The Corps terms this
short stress test �the crucible.�

The crucible is a series of physi-
cally demanding, simulated combat
scenarios a platoon must complete
together.  This phase of recruit train-
ing emphasizes problem solving,
team building and the Corps� special
elan by associating the course�s
physical challenges with the Corps�
history.

Each test problem is named after
a Marine recipient of the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor.  The drill in-
structor relates solutions to prob-
lems with the exploits for which that
Marine demonstrated extraordinary
bravery.  The message is clear:  this
is your role model.  The leadership
role in problem solving rotates
throughout the platoon.  Such tech-
niques are also widely used in busi-
ness and managerial training since
being introduced 50 years ago by
the Outward Bound Program.

The simulated combat scenarios
use walls, barrels, real barbed wire
and overhead machinegun fire.
However, strips of sawdust simulate
rivers and other physical ground
features, for swamps and real rivers
caused the deaths of recruits in the
past.  The students carry full packs,
endure long hikes, little food and an
almost total lack of sleep.  There is no
doubt the course is a maximum-
stress operation.

James B. Woulfe�s remarkably
naïve writing style is irritating at first
but effectively provides the

instruction�s flavor as well as the
content.  A hypothetical platoon of
ethnically mixed recruits headed by
a battle-wise Marine sergeant is the
focus of the contrived experience.
The trainees possess a sensible mix
of competence.  Some are awkward,
others agile, some bright, others less
so.  The platoon achieves its goal
with most of the obstacles, fails in a
few, and after-action reviews con-
sider the reason for failures.  Such
techniques could almost be lifted
from a Harvard Business School
managerial curriculum.

The experience is presented in the
form of conversation between the
drill instructor and the recruits, but it
is palpably contrived and clearly not
intended to be realistic. The artificial
narrative merely demonstrates how
drill instructors should encourage
dialogue.

It is appropriate for the Marine
Corps to teach recruits its policies
concerning drugs, honesty and dis-
cipline. But it is a stretch to believe
that Marine recruits engaged in a
maximum-effort, 45-mile hike, inter-
spersed with other physical chal-
lenges will be receptive to lectures
on family values, marriage, divorce,
sexual harassment and ethnic dis-
crimination.  Unfortunately, the au-
thor intersperses his narrative with
such homilies.  The most effective
venue for such spiritual and political
training is scarcely among a bunch
of tired, wet, dirty, hungry Marine
recruits whose feet hurt and who
only wish to complete the operation
so they can relax in a hot shower.

The crucible experiment is unique
in its emphasis on problem solving
by every member of a recruit pla-
toon.  It presumes that even those
who will primarily be followers will
benefit from understanding leaders�
responsibilities.  It prepares recruits
to meet the unexpected challenges
that occur in combat.  If we are to be-
lieve Woulfe, the exercise reinforces
the ethos of the Marine Corps by
recalling its proud history�a theme
constantly repeated during previous
weeks of boot camp.

It is fitting that the commandant
of the Corps, Charles C. Krulak, who
sponsored this variant in recruit
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training, is the son of a previous
commandant, General Victor �Brute�
Krulak.  Recruit training under
�Brute� was characterized by a Ma-
rine drill instructor wearing a flat hat
and thrusting his chin an inch or less
from the terrified eyes of a young re-
cruit.  It will be difficult to measure
whether the crucible is better train-
ing for a combat Marine, but society
and the nature of future wars make
it logical to find better ways of train-
ing recruits for future challenges.

RADM Benjamin Eiseman,
USNR, Retired,

Denver, Colorado

CONFEDERATE TIDE RISING:
Robert E. Lee and the Making of
Southern Strategy, 1861-1862, by Jo-
seph L. Harsh.  278 pages.  Kent State
University Press, Kent, OH.  1998.
$35.00.

Scholars, historians and pundits
have long been at odds over
whether the Confederacy ever had a
cogent strategy for winning the Civil
War.  If it did, who was responsible
for creating and articulating it as a
Southern national policy?  Now,
backed by superb research and keen
analysis, Joseph Harsh�s first book,
Confederate Tide Rising, presents a
sharply focused study of the
South�s strategy at the war�s begin-
ning.

Harsh is a professor of history at
Virginia�s George Mason University
and the founding president of the
Northern Virginia Association of
Historians.  Initially, he was inter-
ested in why Confederate General
Robert E. Lee took his army across

the Potomac River and invaded
Maryland in 1862, a decidedly risky
and aggressive move that seemed
contrary to the South�s strategic cir-
cumstances and limited resources.
What Harsh found compelled him to
write this vivid study of Southern
war aims, policy and strategy and of
the relationship between Confeder-
ate President Jefferson Davis and
Lee.

At first, Davis favored an offen-
sive defense to protect Southern in-
dependence and territorial integrity
while embracing all slave states
within the Confederacy, especially
the undeclared Border States.  How-
ever, given the South�s limited man-
power and materiel, it soon became
clear that the South could not win a
war of attrition while standing on a
perimeter defense.  The war aims far
exceeded the resources available.

Although the South at first
achieved some significant suc-
cesses, severe setbacks begged for
a change in the South�s strategic vi-
sion.  Kentucky had been lost; Ten-
nessee was almost lost; Union
forces had captured New Orleans,
penetrated Mississippi and threat-
ened Charleston; General George
McClellan�s huge Union army was
only 25 miles from Richmond.  By
late May 1862, the South had nearly
lost the war.

Davis has been criticized for his
strategy of perimeter defense and for
meddling with his field commanders.
Harsh convincingly contends, how-
ever, that while Davis was an excep-
tionally strong war president, he
largely confined himself to offering
general guidance to his commanding
generals.  He expected them to cre-
ate their own strategies within the
framework of his guidance.

In 1862, when Lee assumed com-
mand of the Army of Northern Vir-
ginia, Davis found the right partner
for developing a viable Southern
strategy.  Davis, the statesman, and
Lee, the soldier, knew the South�s
chances for victory were slim.  They
realized that coordination, concen-
tration and aggressive operations
were key factors for any winning
strategy, and they were well aware
their odds of winning would in-
crease if the North failed to properly
use all of its resources and energies.
If the North grew weary of the war,
it might abandon the effort as too
costly in money and blood.

Lee especially knew offense of-
fered the only path to victory.  De-
fense would only prolong the inevi-
tability of defeat.  Only the offense
allows a force to seize and maintain
the initiative; choose the time, place
and manner of battle; inflict maxi-
mum punishment on the enemy; and
create a sense of invincibility and
control of events.  Lee�s subsequent
offensive operations drove Mc-
Clellan back and crushed General
John Pope�s army at the Second
Battle of Manassas.  Harsh argues
that the Maryland invasion was a
calculated risk that fit nicely into the
South�s overall strategy to take the
war to Northern territory.

Harsh�s crisp narrative of moves
and countermoves contains excel-
lent insights about translating strat-
egy and policy into maneuver and
tactics.  His well-presented argu-
ment and credible conclusion offer a
sound perspective on this often-mis-
understood feature of the war.

COL William D. Bushnell,
USMC, Retired,

Sebascodegan Island, Maine

CGSC Notes continued from back cover

seeks to identify and locate surviv-
ing Korean War veterans to facilitate
their participation in 50th-anniver-
sary commemorative activities.
Former Assistant Commandant of
the Marine Corps General Raymond
G. Davis, a Korean War Medal of

Honor recipient and foundation co-
chairman, remarked:  �We do not
seek to commemorate the war, but
rather the veterans thereof and the
sacrifices they made to preserve de-
mocracy on the Korean peninsula
almost 50 years ago.�

BOOK REVIEWS
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Additional information and regis-
tration forms are available from the
foundation�s web site <www.
uskorea2000.org>.  Individuals may
also request an information and reg-
istration packet from US-Korea 2000
Foundation, Inc., 4600 Duke Street,
Suite 416, Alexandria, VA  22304-2517.
Please include name and complete
mailing address.  You may also con-
tact the foundation by calling (703)
212-8128, faxing (703) 684-0193 or E-

mailing <Info@USKorea2000.org>.
The foundation is a private, pub-

licly supported, nonprofit organiza-
tion serving the Korean War veteran
community through individual and
corporate philanthropic outreach.
For more information on helping fi-
nancially or assisting in other ways,
please contact Deputy Executive Di-
rector Harry Mohr at the numbers
listed above, or you can E-mail him
at <HMohr@USKorea2000.org>.

Not THAT Dull
I read the article �Threat Conver-

gence� by LTC Bill Flynt (MR, Sep-
tember-October 99) with interest.
The picture of Bhagwan Shree
Rajneesh reminded me of the salmo-
nella poisoning incident that hit too
close to home when I was a high
school freshman in The Dalles, Or-
egon.  No one in my family became
ill due to the poisoning, but many of
my friends did.

Korea Bound?
American Forces Press Service

has established a website to show-
case US Forces Korea (USFK).  The
site presents articles, photos, maps
and video clips on such topics as
the USFK mission, history of US in-
volvement in Korea and an over-
view of what service members
should expect during a tour of duty
in Korea.  The site is at <www.
defenselink.mil/specials/korea/>.

When I first noticed that the au-
thor spelled my hometown �The
Dulles,� I felt slighted.  Then I chuck-
led and wondered whether the au-
thor had actually been there.  The
Dalles is a small town of 12,000, and
a visitor not interested in outdoor
activities might indeed think that
�The Dulles� is more appropriate.

CPT Heather Green,
141st Support Battalion,

Oregon ARNG

Editor�s Note
Some MR readers objected to LTC

Bill Flynt�s discussion of cults in
�Threat Convergence.�  The term
�cult�  refers to a group�Christian,
Jewish, Muslim, pagan or other
sect�outside the religious main-
stream.  Title X of the US Code as-
sures soldiers their constitutional re-
ligious liberties, whether or not their
beliefs are popular. MR

LettersRM


